1989, Pl'· 503-506) address some problematic issues. Carr reported that they have promoted more consistent and standardized procedures, and these are valuable contnbutions. I have senous concerns about the crite ria, however, specifically about their treatment of children with develop mental delay. Carr specified, "The criteria do not allow for the treatment of children whose cognitive scores are below their motor scores" (I'. 506), and her example of Chad illus trated how children with severe hand icaps would be excluded from ser vices. Rather than recognizing the need for intensive services to address students' significant disabilities, the Louisiana criteria deny related ser vices because of generalized or multi ple disabilities
The criteria seem to be based on several false premises:
Existing evaluation tools are valid measures of the abilities of stu dents with generalized severe handi caps. The Education for All Handi capped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) requires that assessment be nondiscriminatory, meaning that tests of cognition must not penalize a stu dent for sensory or motor impair ments, lack of speech, or health status (eg., heavy medication). Having rec ognized the problem of valid and nondiscriminatory assessment, the As sociation for Persons With Severe Handicaps has made the identifica tion and dissemination of information on meaningful assessment an Associa tion priority_ Determining how to conduct a meaningful assessment of students with severe handicaps is a professional challenge. Denying ser vices on the basis of evaluations of 
More Concerns
As a regular reader of AJOT, I was both pleased and deeply concerned by Carr's article, "Louisiana's Criteria of Eligibility for Occupational Ther apy Services in the Public School Sys tem" (August 1989, pp. 503-506) I was pleased to hear that people in Louisiana's public school community recognize the importance of occupa tional therapy and other related ser· vi<::es, which are necessary for stu· dents with disabilities to adequately access and participate in their educa tional programs, I was also pleased to know that they are working toward applying decision-making criteria that would ensure that students with dis abilities receive appropriate services, Having returned from working with therapists and educators in Loui siana in August 1989, I am confident that many hardworking professionals there are committed to proViding ap propriate quality services. Unfortu· nately, this article raises several serious concerns and, I believe, mis represents the Louisiana criteria as they were disseminated by that state's Assistant Superintendent of Educa· tion, Office of Special Educational Services, in a memorandum distrib· uted to all City and parish special edu cation supervisors in January 1988, In fact, Carr's article is internally incon sistent, because at least one of the case examples contradicts her own stated criteria, The following are my major concerns with this article's model for decision making,
The information included in the article is internally inconsistent. In Carr's Example 3 (p, 505),she de· scribed Chad, a 5·year-old boy with profound and multiple disabilities, She concluded this example by stat· ing, "He will receive no occupational therapy under the Louisiana criteria because his occupational therapy per formance is commensurate with his overall performance." She apparently believes that Chad does not meet the developmental delay criteria, which must show a discrepancy when one "compares the student's occupational therapy scores with the overall func tional scores obtained from other pupil appraisal team members" (p, 504) Although this may be the case with Chad, Carr's model states that a student can be eligible if he or she meets the developmental delay crite ria or the motor function criterion, Chad apparently would be eligible for occupational therapy under Loui siana's motor function criterion, which is for the child who needs "oc· cupational therapy because impaired neuromuscular function interferes with the student's ability to partici pate in and profit from his or her spe cial education program" (p, 504),
The criteria and examples them selves warrant closer scrutiny. They appear to be discriminatory against persons with the most severe handi caps, When the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) was passed, Congress identified the "yet to be served" and the "underserved" as the top priori ties, and these populations were spe cifically identified as students with the most severe handicaps in each category, Chad is certainly such a child-If he is not eligible for occu pational therapy, who is?
Denying "The level of service, frequency and duration is a decision that rests solely with the IEP committee," This state ment recognizes the need to consider the interrelationships among disci plines and to formulate consensus decisions that seek to reduce un desirable overlaps, gaps, and contra dictions in service provision recom mendations, I applaud Louisiana's intentions and efforts because they have sought to take action on an important con cern, At the same time, I fear that widespread dissemination of the ex isting Louisiana model as it is inter preted in AJOT may unfairly and inap propriately lead to discrimination against certain children based on questionable and incomplete criteria, Michael F. Giangreco, PhD Burlington, Vermont
